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Figure 3.2: Among Three Welfare
Groups, AFDC Families Exceed Poverty
Thresholds Least Often, April 1984* 100  Percent of Families Abova Poverty Thresholds
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Note: Single-parent and married couple households receive welfare—but neither AFDC nor SSI. They
contain from 2 to 4 members. Figures reflect national data. Inkind benefits are valued using market
technique.

8Single-parent and married-couple families received weifare, but not AFDC or SSI. All families contain
two to four members. Figures reflect national data. In-kind benefits are at market value.

Studies show that single-parent families, as a group, have considerably
lower incomes than married-couple and elderly families. To make our
comparison, we used national data and selected single-parent families
with three or fewer children who were not receiving any form of wel-
fare. There were about 3.1 million of these families in April 1984.4

The average monthly pretax income, at market value, of the nonwelfare
families was $1,709 (not including a value for employer-provided bene-
fits, such as health care or pensions). If Medicaid is not included in AFDC
family incomes, their average monthly income is $667, or $1,042 less
than nonwelfare families. Fifty percent of the nonwelfare families had
average monthly incomes between $1,039 and $2,137. Further, nonwel-
fare families derived most of their income from earnings, but also

4The Census Bureau’s Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) contains information on 15
of the largest welfare programs.
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received income from such sources as interest and Social Security pay-
ments. We did not reduce incomes for taxes, which can be significant,
especially for non-AFDC families. AFDC families with earnings would pay
Social Security tax and may also pay some income tax, but welfare bene-
fits are tax free. Figure 3.3 shows the respective incomes of AFDC and
nonwelfare families.

Figure 3.3: Nationally, Most AFDC
Families Had Significantly Lower
Incomes Than Did Their Nonwelfare
Counterparts, April 1984s%
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3Amounts are determined from 300 AFDC families and 644 nonwelfare families with two, three, and foyr
family members. ‘

bWe did not include the value of employer or union-paid health insurance in the incomes of nonweifare
families. Therefore, we did not include a value for Medicaid in the incomes of AFDC families. in-kind
benefits are at market value.

Eleven percent of the nonwelfare families had pretax incomes, not

including employer-provided medical and pension benefits, that were
below the poverty line, compared with 74 percent of AFDC families,
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whose incomes were also computed without including Medicaid. Some
nonwelfare families with low incomes may be “income-eligible” for wel-
fare assistance, but do not participate for reasons that could include an
inability to meet asset limitations, lack of knowledge about program eli-
gibility, and the stigma attached to welfare.

Limited Information
on Incomes of AFDC
Families Living With
Others -

Our analysis of AFDC families living with persons not receiving AFDC and
their income was limited by the absence of usable data. County welfare
records often lacked income information on non-AFDC members’ incomes.
These records also lacked adequate identifying information such as
Social Security numbers, which are needed to trace participation in
other assistance programs. We were unable to accurately determine total
income for households containing non-AFDC members at the county level.
Therefore, for the analyses and comparisons in this section, we used
only national data.

Nationally, 40 percent of sampled households with two to four AFDC
recipients included persons not receiving AFpc. Such households had an
average of 2.4 members in addition to the members who received AFDC.
Figure 3.4 shows that the average monthly pretax income of households
with 2, 3, and 4 AFDC recipients and an average of 2.4 non-AFDC members
was $1,674, or $855 higher than AFDC families with 2, 3, and 4 recipients
living alone.

Figure 3.4: Households With AFDC and
Non-AFDC Members Have Higher

Average Incomes Than AFDC Families
Living Alone, National Data, April 1984*

Average Monthly Income
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E AFDC Families (2, 3 and 4 AFDC recipients)

AFDC Households (2, 3 and 4 AFDC recipients and average of 2.4 non-AFDC members)

3Market technique used to value in-kind benefits.
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Besides average incomes being higher, households with AFDC and non-
AFDC members have incomes above the poverty line more often than do
AFDC families living alone, as table 3.5 shows.

Table 3.5: Comparison of Incomes
Exceeding Poverty Thresholds
Nationally, April 1984

Percent
199 households with AFDC 300 AFDC families
Income detfinition and non-AFDC members living alone
Cash Only 55 8
Cash plus in-kind benefits at
recipient values 62 27
Cash plus in-kind benefits at market
values 7 6C

The average income of households with AFDC and non-AFDC members
inciudes noticeably less in-kind income and more cash—primarily from
earnings—than does the average income of AFDC families living alone, as
table 3.6 shows.

Table 3.6: Income Composition of
Households With AFDC and Non-AFDC
Members and AFDC Families Living
Alone, National Data, April 1984

Average percent of income—market value*

199 househoids with AFDC 300 AFDC families
Income type and non-AFDC members living alone
AFDC 20 4
Food stamps 8 1
Medicaid 13 1
Earnings 38
Other 21 1

3Percentages of individual family income by sources were calculated and then averaged for all families

Our limited analysis of the income differences between AFDC families liv
ing alone and households with AFDC and non-AFDC members indicates
that further study is needed to determine the relative income status of
AFDC recipients in the two household types. Remaining unanswered is
the question: How much income is available to support AFDC recipients?
Answers to this and other questions can depend on the AFDC recipients’
relationship to the non-AFDC household members. In response to Senato
Roth'’s request dated March 31, 1987, we will provide further informa-
tion on the incomes and characteristics of AFDC households in a later
report.
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aFDC families living alone receive income amounts from numerous wel-
fare and nonwelfare sources. Most of their income is derived from fed-
eral/state welfare programs; on average almost half in the form of in-
kind benefits. Thus, their incomes are affected by a multiplicity of fed-
eral and state policies concerning program eligibility, benefit levels and
availability, and program interactions. Also, individual AFDC family
incomes are affected by where they live, receipt of housing assistance,
whether they have earnings, and family size.

Because individual state welfare policies and practices can play a signif-
icant role with respect to family incomes, the current extent of state
discretion in setting AFDC payment levels, eligibility criteria, and so on is
a necessary focus for welfare reform policy deliberations. To some
extent, multiprogram participation and program interactions reduce
AFDC payment variations among the states. AFDC payments are counted
as income in determining the benefit amounts of such other programs as
Food Stamp and Section 8 Housing. Thus, as AFDC payments become
larger, benefits from the other programs become smaller. It is important,
therefore, that in establishing benefit levels in a given welfare program,
interactions with other program benefits are considered.

While earnings significantly affect the income of AFDC families with an
employed member, few had earnings, which indicates the possible need
for additional emphasis on training and work requirements.

AFDC family incomes increased with family size largely because their
income came primarily from welfare benefits, which generally increase
as the number of eligible family members increases.

National and county data indicate that some in-kind benefits may not be
equitably distributed. Housing assistance, for example, can significantly
affect an AFDC family’s total income, but such assistance is not equally
available in all states or even within some states. In effect some families,
precluded from receiving such assistance, must pay for their housing at
the market rate. Thus, families qualifying for assistance in similar cir-
cumstances are often treated differently. Attempts to address this
apparent inequity might consider adjusting the AFDC grants for families
not receiving housing assistance and/or adjusting the grants for those
already receiving such assistance.

The number and percentage of AFDC families whose incomes exceed the

poverty line are largely dependent on the types of in-kind benefits that
are counted as income and the methods used to value them. Few AFDC
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family incomes exceed the poverty line when their cash incomes alone
are counted, but significantly more do when their in-kind assistance is
counted—which serves to highlight the importance of methods used to
value in-kind assistance in calculating individual and aggregate welfare
income.

Although in-kind benefits comprise about 70 percent of federal welfare
expenditures, there is disagreement about how such benefits should be
valued for the purpose of determining incomes, and whether such bene-
fits as Medicaid should be valued at all. At the request of the Congress,
the Census Bureau is seeking to resolve a number of valuation issues,
which, in our view, could significantly affect policymakers’ perceptions
about AFDC family incomes. However, until agreements are reached on
these issues, uncertainties will persist about the relative poverty status
of welfare families.

Although comparing welfare family incomes to the official poverty line
is a widely accepted practice, the poverty line has received extensive
criticism as being obsolete and nonreflective of geographic and family
differences other than family size. While the poverty line remains the
only commonly used national standard for measuring basic living needs
income, the use of this standard continues to complicate efforts by the
Congress and others to determine whether welfare benefits are adequa
and properly targeted to the various poverty groups.

AFDC family incomes are generally less than comparably sized families
receiving other welfare, such as food stamps but not AFDC, and those
receiving no welfare. Thus, a higher percentage of AFDC families have
incomes below the poverty line than do the other groups. A large per-
centage of AFDC family incomes are composed of in-kind assistance.
Thus, in addition to being less fungible than those incomes consisting
mostly of cash, AFDC family incomes are more susceptible to valuation
problems.

Both national and county estimates of family incomes may be affected
by program participation and income misreporting on Census Bureau
surveys and to welfare agencies. Qur estimates are subject to addition:
variations because of in-kind benefit valuation problems, and because
we used monthly data that does not reflect annual labor force and wel
fare program participation effects.
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Appendix I

Bureau of the Census Description of Noncash
Valuation Techniques

This appendix contains descriptions of the procedures used
to develop and assign values to each of the five types of non-
cash benaefits vaiued in this study. These benetfits are (1} food
stamps, (2) school lunches, (3) public or ather subsidized rental
housing, {4} Medicaid, and (5) Medicare. The first section
descnbes procedures for the market value approach; the second,
procedures for the recipient or cash squivalent approach; and
the third, procedures for the poverty budget share approach.

MARKET VALUE

The rmarket value concept values the noncash benefit at the
cost of the specific goods or services in the private market place.
The procedures used to assign markat values to noncash benefits
require the dentification of analogous goods or services in the
private market piace and sstimation of the cost of the goods or
services. Because 1t 1s someumes difficult to find and value goods
or services in the private market place that are pracisely the same
as those provided by the noncash benefit program, various
assumptions and compromises were made in the estimation
process. Details of the market value sstimation process are con-
tained In the following subsections for each noncash benefit.

Food stamps. Valuing food stamps was the simplest and most
straightforward of the market value procedures. The market
value assigned was the annual face value as reported in the
survey; i.e., the face value is equal to the purchasing power of
the food stamps in the market place.

School lunches. All chiidren eating lunches prepared in schools
that participate in the National School Lunch Pragram receive
3 subsidy or benefit because the price paid by the student is iess

than the cost of the meal The value of the benetit vanes de-
pending on how much the student pays for the lunch in the case
of school lunches, 1t 1s difficult tc 1dentify the analogous good
in the private market place since such a large proportion of
schoois participate in the program. It was decided. therefore,
to assign market values that were equa! to the amount of money
and value of commodities contributed by the Department of
Agnculture and State governments {excluding contributions
directly from student payments for lunches)

Data from the Deparntment of Agricuiture allowed the calcula-
tion of the amount of contributions per meal served. These con-
tributions ditfer for each of the three categories ot lunches: (1)
pavd (full price), (2) reduced price, and {3) free Table B-1 shows
the total contributions per meal by type of lunch for 1979 to
1984 These figures were multiphed by 167 days to obtain an
annual estimate per child. This assumes an average school year
of 180 days and 93 percent attendance. These amounts were
multiphed by the number of children in each family reporting that
they usually ate a hot lunch offered at school

Public and other subsidized rental housing. The noncash benefit
for public or other subsidized rental housing was defined as the
difference between the market rant of the housing unit and the
subsidized or lower rent paid by the participant. The market value
of the benefit is equai to thus difference. Data on the market rent
af public housing units are not readily available. Since these data
are the key to estimating market values, procedures were
developed to estimate market rents.

The market rent astmation procedure was based on survey
data from the 1979 and 1981 Annual Housing Survey (AHS)
national samples conducted by the Bureau of the Census. The
AHS was chosen for several reasons. First, it collected rela-

Table B-1. Contributions per Meal and Annual Market Value Subsidias for National Schoo! Lunch
Program, by Cost Status of Lunch: 1979-84

(Figures in 1984 dollars)

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Cost status
of lunch Per Per Per Per Per Per
meal] Annual meal| Annual] meal] Annual meal | Annual meal| Annual [ meal | Annual

Full pricec..s. Lhb 74.07 W43 71.56] W37 61,02 250 41,13 .25 412 .25 61,79
Reduced price..| 1.20| 200.70 1.20 199.99 f.13) 188.79 .90 150.94 W93 156,82 .95 | 158.65
Free,covveransa | L049] 248,49 1,450 262,04 L.36] 226,93 1.33] 222.82 1.34) 223.62) 1.35) 225,45

Note: For the 1984 per meal cost status of lunch shown in the reproduced table B-1, we deducted the
25-cent subsidy that all children receive from the reduced price and free funch subsidy amounts to
denve the portion of the subsidies that 1s based on financial need.
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tively current data on monthly amounts paid for rent and utilities.
Second, it allowed identification of public or other subsidized
housing units. Third, the AHS had a relatively large sample size,
about 60,000 households. Finally, the survey can provide data
needed for future updates.

The first step ir {he market rent estimation procedure was
development of a method to “’statistically’”’ match public and
private market rental units with similar housing characteristics.
In this process, each sample public or subsidized housing unit
was matched to two nonsubsidized uruts with simitar housing
unit characteristics. The average market rent for two matching
private market units was assigned as the market rent for each
matching public or other subsidized rental unit. The average
market rent for two nonsubsidized units was assigned rather than
a rental amount from only one umit in order to help stabilize the
estimated market rents,

Once the assignment of a market rent had been made to sach
public or subsidized rentat housing unit on the 1979 and 1981
AHS sample files, tabulations of average market rents and
average subsidized rents paid were made. An examination of
these data indicated that the data for both years should be com-
bined in order to provide iarger sample sizes and thus more stabie
estimates for the market and subsidized rents.

The tabulation and combination of the market rent and sub-
sidized rent data for 1979 and 1981 were followed by the

calculation of average market values for the rent subsidy These
averages were simply the difference between the average
simulated market rents and the average reported subsidized rents
paid. Tables B-2, B-3, and B-4 show the average market rents,
average subsidized rents, and average market value subsidies
used i the assignmant aof market values for public housing. The
values 1n these tables are averages derived by combining the
1979 and 1981 data. The averages were replaced by rent-to-
income ratios for purposes of making the actual calculation.

Market value estimates for public housing described here dif-
ter somewhat from those used in the original Technical Paper
50 work becauss siightly different procedures were used.
The original work covering 1879 used data from the 1979 AHS;
howaever, valuation techrmques based on hedonic regression pro-
cedures yisided lower estimates of market rent for the public
housing units and thus lower market values for the noncash
housing bensefit.

The rent-to-income ratios used in the assignment of the market
value subsidy were heid constant for all years. This meant that
the market value subsidy for public housing was fixed as a func-
tion of income level based on the combined 1979 and 1981 data.
This procedure yielded market value subsidies that changed only
slightly over the period.

Table B-2, Mean Annual Market Rent for Public or Other Subsidized Housing Units, by Total
Housshoid Money Income and Size of Family Unit

(Figures in doliars. Combined data from the 1979 and 1981 Annual Housing Survey)

Total household money income

Size of family unit Less $5,000
than to
$5,000 | $7,499

to to to to to or
$9,999 | $12,499 514,999 | $17,499 {$19,999 more

Householder 65 years and over:

$7,500 | $10,000 [ 512,500 SlS,OOO‘SU,SOO $20,000

One persofNecesersessocecasnnne 2,675 3,211 3,597 2,884 3,841 2,388 2,34 2,648
TWO persons Of MOTE€esssescane 3,049 3,208 3,158 3,728 3,472 3,604 | 3,627 5,068
Householder under 65 years in--
Married—couple family i
households: !
TWO PEr30NBicscccearsossssee 2,894 3,203 3,583 3,432 3,995 4,009 3,822 3,924
Three persons.ssesess oo 3,316 3,268 3,539 3,612 3,723 4,364 4,155 4,570
Four persons.seeceese teve 3,450 3,470 3,680 4,047 3,858 3,623 4,313 3,922
Five persons.. .o . 4,264 3,533 3,962 3,590 4,155 | 4,194 4,578 3,642
Six personScecsesssese . 3,92 3,699 4,004 3,388 3,001 4,313 | 3,764 5,129
Seven pPersons or MOTE.ecsves 4,025 3,009 4,720 3,110 4,809 3,685 4,290 5,880
Other family households:
TWO PELSONBeccececccavocecesn 3,185 3,500 3,297 3,831 3,831 4,424 4,418 4,284
Three persons. esnnesess 3,305 3,478 4,19¢ 3,882 3,528 3,726 3,536 4,068
Four persons.. esssasecse 3,386 3,450 3,691 4,319 4,527 4,192 6,994 4,498
Five Persons.cseccsceccaveee 3,325 3,481 3,321 3,933 3,388 4,908 4,481 4,020
SIX PELSONSecsesccssosansnse 3,111 3,298 4,381 4,122 5,658 4,826 3,389 3,414
Seven persons oOr MOr€.sesass 3,34l 3,712 4,980 3,994 5,278 5,748 4,294 2,646
Nonfamily households:
ONe PErSONecsccussssssoscans 2,678 3,073 3,312 3,323 3,262 3,011 6,468 4,824
TWO PerSONSccccosnsasssacsns 3,489 4,378 4,183 4,440 3,498 3,407 9,120 3,490
Three persons Or WOTCssseses 5,670 5,082 5,005 4,624 3,648 4,122 2,322 3,594
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Table B-3. Mean Annual Subsidized Rent for Public or Other Subsidized Housing Units, by Total
Housshold Money Income and Size of Family Unit

(Figures in dollars. Combined data from the 1979 and i981 Annual Housing Sutvevs)

Total household money income

Size of family unit Less $5,000 | 57,500 | $10,000 S\Z,SODW $15,000 1517,500 {520,000
than to to to to to to or
$5,000 §7,499 159,999 {512,499 §14,999 {517,699 [S519,999 more
Householder 65 vears and over:
One DErfoN.essssassae ave 1,058 1,561 2,217 1,942 3,145 1,632 1,631 1,885
TWO persons Of MOTR.ssscanvons 1,290 1,518 2,066 2,172 2,102 2,232 3,032 3,171
Householder under 65 years in--
- Married-couple family
households: |
TWO PErSONS.cvrcassocassones 1,654 1,990 | 2,249 2,428 2,285 1 13,013 2,953 3,092
Three persons.. .. 2,11 1,933 | 2,432 2,549 2,869 | 2,984 3,33 2,928
Four persons.. . 1,794 1,869 [ 2,256 2,481 2,451 2,976 3,607 2,799
Five persons.. o 1,945 1,859 | 2,081 2,243 2,469 2,642 3,358 2,538
SIX PErSONS.ccrcssscas o 1,696 1,852 ] 2,203 2,335 1,947 3,224 2,423 3,792
Seven persons Or MOT€esvanss 1,492 1,652 1,959 1,976 3,691 2,242 2,493 3,953
Other family households:
TWO PersSOnNSsscesreecs . 1,482 1,552 | 2,119 2,688 2,749 2,912 2,933 3,132
. 1,344 1,863 ] 2,150 2,265 2,394 3,157 2,3 2,297
. 1,434 1,976 | 2,055 3,141 3,703 2,289 2,493 1,845
.e 1,352 1,903 | 1,869 2,832 1,728 2,600 2,756 3,496
SiX PeTSONBescrreocans .e 1,387 1,494 | 1,541 1,908 3,324 2,665 1,591 2,375
Seven pPErsons Or MOTEssseses 1,264 1,763 2,007 1,995 1,748 2,616 2,006 1,380
Nonfamiiy households:
One PerSOfNecassscsssoccannan 1,232 1,618 | 2,237 2,286 2,620 2,219 5,784 3, 142
TWO PerSONSscescsseass 1,585 2,900 | 2,590 | 2,424 2,304 2,082 3,204 3,014
Three persons oOf MOTEessovss 2,820 1,464 1.796J 2,239 2,808 3,480 708 2,640
Table B-4. Mean Annual Market Value of Housing Subsidies for Public or Other Subsidized Housing
Units, by Total Housshold Money Income and Size of Family Unit
(Figures in dollars. Combined data Erom the 1979 and 1981 Annusl Housing Surveys)
Total household money income
Size of family unit Less | $5,000 |$7,500 | $10,000 {512,500 {515,000 | $17,500 § 520,000
than to to to to to to ot
$5,000 | 57,499 159,999 | 512,499 {514,999 |$17,499 | $19,999 more
Householder 65 years and over:
One PETSONcesssscacsasansrsesse 1,617 1,670 1,380 942 696 756 n3 763
TWO pETSONS OF MOTCcssescsrsos 1,760 1,690 1,092 1,9% 1,370 1,37 595 1,897
Householder under 65 years in-—
Married-couple family
households:
TWO PErsSONBesusscccsserevans 1,440 1,213 | 1,33% 1,003 1,711 996 869 832
Three persons o 1,209% 1,335 1,106 1,063 853 1,380 1,023 1,642
Four persons... .e 1,656 1,621 1,626 1,567 1,406 647 707 1,123
Five persons. .. 2,318 1,675 1,881 1,347 1,686 1,553 1,220 1,108
Six persons..ess . 2,228 1,847 | 1,800 1,053 1,054 1,089 1,341 1,337
Seven persons Of MOT€.ecevse 2,532 1,357 2,761 1,13 1,117 1,444 1,796 2,327
Other family households: .
TWO PersSonBecccssvescassoces 1,703 1,948 |1 1,178 1,164 1,082 1,512 1,485 953
Three persons.. esvesnsnne 1,961 1,615 2,040 1,618 1,134 569 1,203 1,771
FOUT pPersonScisesceasrssacsas 1,952 1,474 | 1,635 1,177 824 1,903 4,501 2,653
Five persons... . 1,972 1,578 | 1,432 1,101 1,660 2,508 1,706 526
Six persons.. . 1,724 1,804 | 2,840 2,214 2,334 2,161 1,798 1,039
Seven persans Of MOT&... . 2,077 1,950 2,973 2,399 3,531 3,132 2,288 1,266
Nonfamily households:
One persoNisssecessosssncsss 1,466 1,455 | 1,074 1,037 642 792 684 1,683
1,903 1,478 | 1,993 2,016 1,194 925 5,916 479
Three persons or MOTrC.esecess 2,850 3,618 3,211 2,385 840 642 1,614 954
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Moedicare and Medicaid. Procedures used to assign the market
value of Medicare and Medica:d coverage are based on an in-
surance vatue concept. A major problem in the assignment of
market values s the identification of a comparable good in the
private market and estimation of the cast of the comparabie
good. The comparabie private market, in the case of Medicare
and Medicaid, would be nonprofit insurance compan:ies charg-
ing premium amounts that cover the cost of benefits and
overhead.

In the absance of a similar private market. the market values
of Medicare and Medicaid were determined using program data
covenng the total amount of medical vendor payments and
numbers of persons covered or enrolled in the program, including
those covered but not receiving medical care banefits from the
program.

The market values for Medicare are shown in table B-5 for
1979 and 1984. These values wers abtained by dividing medical
benehts paid by the number of snrolless. All calculations of
market value were made separately by State and fisk class. As
can be sean in the table, the Madicars nsk ciasses were the
aged (persons over age 65) and the disabled. Supplemental
medical ingurance {SMI) premiums were assumed 10 be paid by
ail enrollees and were, therefore, deducted in the market value
calculation process. These amounts of SMi premiums have not
been deducted from the values shown in table B-5. The data in
these tables include expenditures for the institutionahzed popula-
ton The market values based on vendor payments that exciude
institutional expanditures were estimated to be about 2 percent
lower in all States even though this factor differed slightly from
State to State. Unlike the earlier study, no adjustment was made
to the average value to account for small amounts of program
administrative costs. All of the data used in the estimauon of
the market value of Medicare are available from the Heaith Care
Financing Administranon (HCFA), Department of Healith and
Human Services.

The market values tor Medicaid are shown in tables 8-6 and
B8-7 for 1979 and B-8 and B-9 for 1984. Sepsarate market values
based on incjusion and exclusion of institutional expenditures
have been provided 1o illustrate the large differences in market
values resulting from the exclusion or inclusion of benefits paid
on behalf of institutionalized individuals. Four risk classes were
defined for sstimating the market value of Medicaid. These were
aged, blind or disabled, depsendent children under age 21, and
aduits aged 21 to 64. The caiculations for the child and aduit
risk classes were restricted to expenditures and recipients in Aid
to Families with Dependent Children {AFDC) units. Caiculations
excluded the ''other title XIX'’ recipients and benefits as shown
in the annual HCFA tabuiation.

The computation of market values for Medicaid was not made
based on the '‘ever enrolled’’ population. Estimating ever snrolled
populations within risk class and State for Medicaid 1s difficult.
Thera are no administrative or survey data available that can be
used to develop accurate ever anrolled figures and the figures
on those receiving benstits are weak for some States, often re-
quinng revision. An examingtion of estimates of market value
based on recipients of Medicaid benefits with market vaiue
estimates based on the ever enrolled figures derived for the

onginal Technical Paper 50 study coverng 1979 showed
relatively small differences for most States, but large differences
for a few States. These apparent problems were traced 10 major
revisions to the HCFA Medicad data following compietion of the
onginal valuation work. Considering the rejatively small dif-
ferences for most States, the problems in obtaining an adequate
ever anrolled estimate, and the major revisions made to the 1379
Medicaid data, it was decided to compute the market values for
Medicaid based on estimated recipient counts readily avaitable
from HCFA. Use of this procedure may overstate the value
somewhat but provides a more consistent and stable data base
for the examination of the effect of noncash benefits on changes
in poverty levels during the 1979 to 1984 period. Administrative
costs were also excluded in the calculation of Medicaid benefits.

RECIPIENT OR CASH EQUIVALENT VALUE

The recipiant or cash equivalent concept attempts to assign a
vatue to the noncash benefit that would make the recipient fesl
|ust as well otf as the noncash benefit rtself. This concept refiects
the value the recipient places on the benafit. The recipient or
cash squivalent concept assures that the vaiue assigned never
exceeds the market value and 1S, in MOst cases, less than the
market value.

Two proceduras have been used by researchers to estimate
recipient values. These are the utility function approach and the
normat expenditures approach. Both of these approaches have
advantages and disadvantages. The major problem in either case,
however, is a lack of data needed to adsguately estmate
recipient value accurately. A more detaded discussion of the
recipient valus concept and problems of estimation is con-
tained in Technical Paper 50.

The normal expenditure approach was used to estimate
recipiant values in this study. The first step in this technigue I1s
10 obtain expenditurs data for househoids purchasing the good
of service in the private market. in this valuation effart, the
general procedure was to tabuiate an average annual household
sxpenditure matrix defined by a set of cross-classifying vanables.
The next step was cornpanson of the previously assigned market
value of the noncash banefit to the average (normal) expenditure
n the appropnate cell of this matrix. The recipient value
assigned was equal to the average value in the matrix unless
this value i1s greater than the market value. in this situation, the
recipient value 1s constrained, making 1t equal to the market
value.

Food stamps. The recipient or cash squivalent vaiues for food
stamps were based on data from the Consumer Expenditure
Survey (CES} diary sample. The CES is conducted by the Bureau
of the Census under the sponsorship of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Since this survey has a relatively smail sample size,
it was necessary to combine expenditure data for 1980, 1981,
and 1982 in order to improve the stability of the normat expen-
diture matnix. Table B-10 shows the figures used in the assign-
ment of recipient value for food stamps. These figures include
both food consumed at home and away trom home. In practice,
the average subsidy amounts were replaced by subsidy-to-
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Table 8-5. Annual Market Value for Medicare, by State and Risk Class: 1979 and 1984

State 1979 risk class 1984 risk class
Age 65 and over | Blind and disabled Age 65 and over | Blind and disabled
United Statesiveveseacs 1,329 1,670 1,672 2,120
Alabama..oeoen 1,098 1,890 1,440 1,796
Al8BREseeararsns eene 1,524 2,413 1,602 2,489
ATlZONAeceraanss 1,244 1,942 1,621 1,998
Arkansas,.. cemse 987 1,693 1,043 1,450
California... vevae 1,727 2,652 2,267 2,779
Coloradoesss. 1,281 2,039 1,592 1,880
Connecticut... 1,391 2,051 1,967 2,368
1,337 1,962 1,775 1,845
1,959 3,301 3,032 3,998
1,417 2,364 1,761 2,295
1,010 1,699 1,417 1,844
Hawailoveaenoroocacnnnan 1,289 1,826 1,885 2,566
1daho.ssesevannvscnas 977 1,547 1,035 1,496
T11400180eccaansascas 1,528 2,397 2,139 2,643
Indiana..cssesee 1,146 1,928 1,597 1,912
lowaeeeneononnes 1,108 1,815 1,498 1,675
KansaS.esscaoossn 1,285 2,111 1,976 1,874
Kentucky.eensoss 944 1,633 1,086 1,473
Loulslaneecesesassosces 1,069 1,804 1,185 1,724
Maif@esonveoosnsovssrans 1,212 1,952 1,464 1,641
Marylandesoossss . 1,574 2,454 2,088 2,535
Massachusetts.. . 1,663 2,530 1,768 2,311
Michigan...eoa. ’ 1,611 2,537 2,034 2,175
Minnesota..scoes . 1,211 1,877 1,793 1,797
Mississippiscoes 1,006 1,694 1,118 1,775
Mi880UTLlcoonnvevansas 1,302 2,154 1,474 1,978
1,027 1,699 1,201 1,253
1,122 1,734 1,654 1,678
Nevadaeoeooosonnsons 1,598 2,672 2,120 2,180
New Hampshire.seeeess 1,122 1,869 1,561 1,657
New Jersey...,es 1,365 2,217 1,875 2,740
New MeXiCOesovsess 1,099 1,820 L, 146 1,465
New YoTKesooorooos 1,470 2,325 1,719 2,299
North Carolina.. 962 1,574 1,342 1,623
North Dakota@,cesssevseen 1,246 2,165 1,427 2,182
Oh10ceerossvenannracaces 1,269 2,147 1,635 1,818
. 1,133 1,892 1,213 1,742
Oregon.ieasssses . 1,209 1,953 1,377 1,733
Pennsylvania.. e 1,378 2,325 1,786 2,462
Rhode Island.... . 1,498 2,17t 1,682 1,672
South Carolina.. . 866 1,583 1,290 1,571
South Dakota.... . 1,012 1,809 1,392 1,276
Tennessee..... . 1,043 1,782 1,33 1,761
. 1,241 2,086 1,498 2,462
. 1,010 1,527 1,281 1,742
. 1,122 1,806 1,396 1,563
. 1,129 1,804 1,492 2,009
. 1,118 1,749 1,15 1,853
West Virginia veeeveeeae 996 1,759 1,0L1 1,351
Wisconstn cicevssecsaass 1,212 1,972 1,550 1,788
Wyoming seseeenaneosanse 1,035 1,822 1,208 1,653
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Table B-6. Annual Market Values for Medicaid Including institutional Expenditures, by
State and Risk Class: 1979

(Flgures tn 1984 doilars)

Age 65 Blind and Age 21-64, Age less than 21,

State and over disabled nondisabled nondisabled
Unfted States.. 2,999 3,671 1,006 477
Alabamascesvss 1,694 1,604 830 328
6,445 5,914 1,029 418

2,999 3,671 1,006 477

Arkansas.... 1,952 2,407 727 338
Californta, 1,939 2,185 963 47%
Colorado.... 2,865 5,511 916 Wl
Connecticut... . 6,233 4,402 1,025 515
Delaware.cessssssscanne . 5,114 3,698 806 358
District of Columbia... 2,828 4,993 1,365 731
. 1,908 1,742 763 388

2,129 2,506 926 371

3,754 3,492 912 402

Idahoeecaserecrsnenervans 3,766 4,443 814 411
[L1in0f8esosoosauaonsseooanasansse 3,775 4,253 1,095 497
INdi808csanerseorasncnvsrsacnsanns 5,697 5,946 1,049 424
3,889 5,029 997 462

3,593 5,459 894 346

1,681 1,855 647 289

2,011 2,643 737 331

3,130 1,703 645 329

3,628 2,451 1,022 545

MassachusetiSeasss 1,938 4,616 1,168 525
Michiganeseos. B 3,985 5,020 1,372 522
Minnesota.ssss . 5,638 6,324 933 399
Mississipplessoes 1,328 1,666 575 268
MIS8AUTLvussveena . 1,877 2,219 747 a1l
4,500 3,902 967 386

3,997 4,957 944 439

Nevadaiecseaoanse 3,864 5,063 973 409
New Hampshire.... cenmrrssncanns 5,504 3,925 790 439
New Jersey..caoes sressasenseces 5,644 3,7 934 574
New MexiCOesoanvs srresenn 1,893 2,385 187 333
New YOrKseeovoaos 5,282 8,589 1,547 788
North Carolina. ceeea 2,231 2,712 783 326
North Dakota... 4,756 3,844 1,161 548
Ohi0eesss 4,150 3,575 893 368
Ok Lahoma. 2,886 4,345 551 399
OregofNeeesssasene 3,685 4,206 584 230
Pennsylvaniaa..... . 4,672 3,406 738 355
Rhode Island.s... . 3,115 2,989 727 S5
South Caralina... . 2,240 1,756 760 246
South Dakotas.... “ 4,171 5,235 850 379
TennesBee..eseees 2,281 2,244 864 434
TexXa8:eooeoonaans 2,680 3,743 1,113 382
Utahesveesssonass tereseetnanvee 3,831 5,152 947 608
Vermont covseeas 3,673 3,925 780 412
Virginta....... 2,999 2,99 916 406
Washington..... 3,250 4,808 907 401
West Virginia.. 1,274 1,274 1,274 1,274
Wisconsfn.ieeosens 5,027 5,063 824 422
WYOmINgeoeeoanenssooreranansnssane 4,974 3,150 780 280
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Table B-7. Annusl Market Values for Medicaid Including Institutional Expenditures, by
State and Risk Class: 1984

(Figures in dollars)

Age 65 Blind and Age 21-64, Age less than 21,
State and over disabled nondisabled nondisabled
United S5tateSeecccaveccoccrsntacas 4,037 4,124 859 430
AlabamB.scveanns trevsenanae 1,696 2,116 720 308
Alaskg.esoos teasanas 7,604 10,422 1,272 666
Arizona cverareesen 4,037 4,124 859 430
ATkansas.c... cretseressesseas 2,303 3,068 795 425
California... teereseraas 1,653 2,535 722 384
Colorado.ce.. “esseceenns 3,013 5,402 829 164
Connecticut.. seeseunesan 7,828 6,736 1,073 512
DeLlaWATE@cscarsvscsesssosesaavavces 5,253 4,421 758 389
District of Columbiasccecesvccanes 7,075 4,217 597 315
Florfd@ccscsecansascascsnanssccsas 2,810 2,765 585 281
Ceorgia. fevee 2,265 2,758 1,013 404
Hawaii.. eree 4,792 3,741 890 378
TdahOesevesnensasscoscossssocscans 4,759 5,212 890 398
TL1inoL8ecrnceusnocoscnasasnosacns 3,561 4,085 360 427
Indiana. esesnsestetesnsrens 6,109 6,348 1,270 522
Iows... evectssesresscsnrons 3,594 5,080 856 4467
KANBBS s ossevecrnscscrsnsnsscssanns 2,458 3,436 558 317
Kentuckysoose sesrsacsann 2,269 2,108 591 287
louisiana.... seseenseses 2,615 4,310 1,030 450
Maine.seeanss creesnnrans 4,766 3,911 820 376
Marylandse.s. Cisesvences 5,353 2,877 1,100 590
Massachusetts.. Cesessesean 4,610 5,325 1,118 597
Michiganc.essn sreesannoas 4,301 4,391 954 368
Minnesota... . 7,579 10,682 896 430
Migsissippi.. . 1,906 1,737 754 338
Missouriessse sessesscana 3,267 3,160 733 418
Montanaeseees sseoesencse 3,722 2,505 901 301
Nebraskssecessssse eressesnens 4,266 5,303 832 468
Nevad@eerasooss cesssecsene 3,853 5,981 977 523
New Hampshire.. cevsnsvnane 6,564 5,596 539 281
New Jersey..... essecessese 5,999 4,897 1,045 439
New Mexico... severarsesacases 2,976 3,650 1,072 422
New York..eo. csensssssan 8,921 7,214 986 610
North Carolin ceesarranse 3,783 4,443 902 429
North Dakota. crsesecunns 5,964 6,469 923 646
Ohlosveesones ereesenssserennse 5,264 5,140 962 467
Oklahoms . 3,014 3,675 1,002 692
Otegon.. . 3,894 4,892 936 338
Penasylivania. eterseciean 5,446 4,864 733 361
Rhode Islandccceencoresnsnvnsvsces 5,291 5,398 681 321
South Carolina. seseeennase 2,310 2,231 540 172
South Dakota. seevesannas 4,894 7,007 954 527
Tennesseg.oeses ceesssrecas 2,656 2,561 1,036 607
Texa8.evrossseee cesnsstenae 2,687 4,585 1,112 419
Utahesesocnnsnss erssetenane 3,792 6,261 858 374
Vermonteeseos saeseessnss 4,485 5,193 812 372
Virginia.ceaeee cvesnrreses 4,003 3,72 822 337
Washington.eeeee 3,848 4,734 885 482
West Virginia... essecscenne 2,381 1,215 467 216
Wisconsinieeoos ces 5,087 5,189 134 427
Wyomingseveseonssssosssvecannsnses 4,967 3,856 926 429

Page 48 GAO/HRD-88-9 AFDC Family Inc



Appendix I
Bureau of the Census Description of Noncash
Valuation Techniques

Table B-8. Annual Market Values for Medicaid Excluding Institutional Expenditures, by
State and Risk Class: 1979

(Figures in 1984 dollars)

Age 65 Blind and Age 21-64, Age less than 21I,
State and over disabled nondisabled nondisabled
United StateS.cccvaarsovesccncenres 597 1,813 995 449
Alabama.. 429 1,129 830 328
Alaska... 695 1,587 1,025 388
Arizona... 597 1,813 995 449
Arkansas... 451 995 727 336
Californtia 658 1,701 963 472
Colorado.... 474 1,503 913 312
Connecticut. 78t 1,932 993 468
Deiaware.... 588 1,713 806 158
District of Columbia 1,803 31,662 1,364 705
Florida.cseeascnessns 635 1,379 763 388
Georgla.. 531 1,461 926 371
Hawatlevoneo 711 1,617 910 401
Idahoeesssss 584 1,551 8lé 411
Ilif{nois.s.. 761 2,189 1,092 494
Indiana.. 793 2,251 1,065 401
[oWasaoss 675 1,491 987 462
Kansas... 529 1,221 892 329
Kentucky... 319 1,065 645 286
Louistana.. 602 1,052 137 328
Maine.seess 402 L, 171 644 328
Maryland.ceess 675 1,895 1,019 545
Massachusetts. 248 2,169 1,159 507
Michigan.... 610 2,530 1,345 455
Minnesota... 757 1,832 927 395
Mississipples. 475 1,115 574 258
Missouri..cceness 479 1,224 747 i
MONLANB e sseesanseasss 627 2,018 963 385
Nebraskas. 704 1,72 940 415
Nevadaesoscons 654 2,809 973 402
New Hampshire.. 671 2,003 790 431
New Jersey.... 703 1,902 934 451
New Mexico.. 495 1,560 786 332
New York... 740 3,648 1,508 705
North Carolina 607 1,618 781 322
North Dakota.. 501 2,252 1,161 548
OhiGeeecannons 630 1,617 893 365
Ok Lahoma. . 664 1,182 541 384
Oregonsevacsseoss . 522 1,042 584 230
Pennsylvania..... 448 1,274 697 322
Rhode Isjiand.. 1,113 1,382 727 345
South Carolina 368 950 753 246
South Dakota.. 451 1,282 850 379
Tennessee.ccaeuss 514 1,219 863 424
Texas 568 1,468 L,y 382
Utah.... 514 1,425 943 446
Vermont.. 592 1,847 756 375
Virginia. 756 1,607 913 372
Washington.. 685 1,943 306 401
West Virginia. . 456 1,025 1,272 1,268
Wiscongine.ssao . 887 1,920 810 395
Wyomingesersscerovracunssescennans 3156 1,465 778 255
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Table B-9. Annual Market Values for Madicaid Excluding Institutional Expenditures, by
State and Risk Class: 1984

(Figures in dollars)

Age 635 Blind and Age 21-64, Age less than 2},

State and over disabled nondisabled nondisabled
United States.. . 1,016 2,550 851 417
Alabama..s.aes, B 458 1,016 720 308
Alaska...evvaas . 2,589 3,83 1,236 659
Arizona... PN 1,016 2,550 851 417
Arkansas.... . 745 1,283 795 423
California.. . 520 1,928 721 382
Colorado.... . 727 2,524 799 347
Connecticul,.. . 1,102 5,271 1,066 504
Delawareeessovecnansssossananvse 642 1,855 758 389
District of Columbla.ecesrsssoase 1,324 2,638 594 305
Flotidaceascovossesoncsononesans 742 1,507 5895 281
Georglassseesaennoss B 794 1,452 856 346
Hawallcoosocaaoonsossocans 837 2,602 889 378
1dahOeesanrrecevanss . 490 1,788 890 398
S = R N 856 4,204 962 469
INdian8eeccecrssosescancanccnnas 905 3,181 1,270 518
Iowaeseseaas 650 1,716 856 435
“ansas.... 469 2,020 558 309
Kentucky.. 396 1,634 590 272
Louisiana. 890 1,812 1,029 460
Maine..... 760 1,918 792 343
Marylande.cesorcsconans 997 2,563 1,078 589
MassachusettScseseas 1,702 3,647 1,117 596
Michiganeseoiaasansanss 835 3,477 952 327
Minnesota,s.es 915 4,249 935 436
Mississippf.cieaccns 603 1,057 754 338
Missourie.oes. 648 1,532 732 41t
Montana.eceess 492 1,442 900 300
Nebraskaeeoenss 828 3,538 831 460
Nevada.ssoeesos e 622 3,671 977 523
New Hampshire.. 579 3,161 537 281
1,019 2,439 1,045 439

724 2,184 1,068 422

2,789 5,652 980 580

R99 3,169 900 422

555 3,801 1,088 595

1,206 2,538 962 465

970 1,758 885 578

OregonNeasssesn 830 1,493 328 338
Pennsylvania.essercorsasncrrssane 552 2,228 677 343
Rhode Islandesscecnsncanconsrcans 1,859 2,085 681 321
South Carolina... 462 960 540 172
South Dakots..... cerees 681 3,436 954 527
Tennessee.. cinens 952 1,384 1,034 527
Texas.coess ceveans 902 1,790 1,11l 419
Utah,... sesans 609 1,939 855 365
Vernmont PPN 831 3,157 788 367
Virginia. .. pesaes 922 1,965 820 335
WashingtonNeseacssonans crsees 677 1,993 884 440
West Virgiriacsiaeess canans 417 871 467 216
Wisconsin.. 823 1,828 725 390
WYOmINgasecrrsoavensnsaasorssens 334 2,675 926 429
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Table B-10. Mean Annual Normal Expenditures for Food, by Total Household Money Income and

Size of Family Unit

(Figures in dollars. Combined data from 1980,

1981, and 1982 Current Expenditure Survey Monthly

Diaries)
Tatal household monevy income
Size of family unit Less | $5,000 157,500 [$10,000 |$12,500 |$15,000 |$17,500 520,000
than to to to to to to or
$5,000 }$7,499 |$9,999 | 512,499 | 514,999 | S17,499 {519,999 more
Householder 65 years and over:
One PeLSON.cveasecusssscssns 1,015 1,328 | 1,464 1,683 1,394 1,676 2,370 2,293
TWo PErsSons OFf MOTC.scsscsasnee 1,416 1,806 2,143 2,536 2,556 2,383 2,810 3,577
Householder under 65 years in--
Married-couple family
households:
TWO PETIONBavesarccsaronsars 648 1,916 2,103 2,465 2,369 2,842 2,921 3,293
Three persons. 344 2,683 2,308 2,395 2,612 3,036 2,912 3,716
Four persons.. 621 2,774 2,521 2,902 2,791 3,278 3,334 4,352
Five persons.... MMn 2,159 3,119 3,091 3,299 2,778 4,319 4,864
SiX PersONSB.icecscssscs 1,000 | 2,188 | 2,517 3,582 3,710 4,226 4,058 5,303
Seven persons of MOTEseeeses 1,250 2,938 3,914 4,642 4,291 5,191 4,563 5,570
Other family households:
Two personsececesss sen 991 1,472 1,769 1,782 2,539 2,732 2,468 2,938
Three persons. 1,404 ) 2,177 1,719 2,329 2,958 3,250 3,272 3,546
Four persons.. “oe 1,125 2,200 2,009 2,958 3,491 2,913 2,316 4,712
Five persons. " 931 2,159 3,119 3,091 3,299 2,778 4,319 4,864
Six persons.. . 1,000 | 2,188 | 2,517 3,582 3,710 4,226 4,058 9,303
Seven persons or MOTE€«.cssos 1,250 2,938 3,914 4,642 4,291 5,191 4,563 5,570
Nonfamily households:
One PersoN.iscerasscsssscsse Ti4 1,123 1,303 1,600 1,637 1,782 2,123 2,626
TWO persons or MOr€.ceeveses 999 1,799 { 2,265 2,386 2,097 2,052 2,339 3,561

income ratios 1n order 10 compute recipient vaiues. These ratios
are shown in table B-11 and were used in the estimation pro-
cess throughout the 1979-84 period.

Since food stamps may have been received for a specified
number of months duning the yesr, the caiculation of recipient
vaiue should be based only on the months dunng which the
stamps were received. Dats collected in the March CPS on the
number of months received were used to account for tiese part-
year recipients. This was accomplished by transforming the
average annual normal food expenditures and market value of
faood stamps to average monthly figures. In these cases, if the
average monthly normal expenditurs was less than the average
monthly food stamp amount, the annual recipient value was
made squal to the average monthly normal expenditure muitiplied
by the number of months in which food stamps were received.
If the monthly normal expenditure was greater than the market
value, the annual recipient value squaled the annuai market vaiue
of food stamps.

School lunches. Estimating normal expsnditures for school
lunches is difficuit since virtually all school children eating
lunches prepared at school are participating in the program; i.e.,
there is no private market from which to estimate normal ex-
penditures. Given this problem and the reiatively small size of
the benefits, a decision was made to assign recipisnt values to

school lunch benefits that were equal to the market value of
these benefits.
Public or other subsidized rental h 9. Estimatas of recipient
value for public housing tenants ware based on data from the
1979 and 1981 Annual Housing Survey as were the estimates
of market value. The first step in the procedure was tabulation
of average or normal annual rentsl expenditures in the private
market place—in this case, rentsl units in nonpublic housing.
Data for 1879 and 1981 were combined to incresse the
sample size in order to stabilize the average rental amounts. The
normal expenditure estimates tabulated for the recipient value
calculations are shown in table B-12.

The second step, caiculation of recipient value for public hous-
ing, is somewhat more complicated than for food stamps
because the racipients pay a reduced price rather than obtain-
ing the goods st no cost. First, the market rent established as
part of the market value procedures (tabis B-2) was compared
to the appropriate normal expenditures figure in table B-12. If
the market rent figure was less than the normal sxpenditure, the
recipient valus was assigned to be squal to the market value ot
the benefit. If the market rent figure was greater than the
normal expenditure, the recipient value was determined as the
difference between the normal diture and the subsidi
rental payment (table B-4). In practice, the average figures shown
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Tabie B-11. Annual Food Expenditure-to-income Ratios, by Total Housshold Money Income and

Size of Family Unit

(Combined data from 1980, 1981, and 1982 Current Expenditucre Survey Monthlv Diaries)

Tota! household money income
Stze of family unit Less $$,000 | $7,500 |510,000 {$12,500 JSt5,000 §s17,500 |s20,000
than to to Lo Lo to to or
$5,000 57,499 $9,999 512,499 [3814,999 [S17,%99 [$19,999 mote
Householder 65 vears and over:
One PersSofiesessssssvesacacssenss .286 221 <70 149 .102 . 102 .128 74
TWo Persons Or MOT@.sesessonvsas . 399 . 284 204 228 . 186 olaB L 151 .103
Householder under 65 vears in--
Married-caouple family
households:
TWO PETSONS cossescvecnsansoses +480 .286 237 222 W72 77 2156 091
+391 JGll W274 215 190 .188 W15% . 107
.409 419 .282 . 256 L2046 .202 79 123
.378 .132 .365 270 L2461 .172 L232 .138
Six PErsonS.scesescsccas .400 . 350 274 2327 .270 o262 .216 .le2
Seven persons Or MOT€ecccssess .500 470 035 a7 312 315 .29 160,
Other family households:
TWO PETSONBacessssevsrssoasase 342 .24 .203 .160 L1846 470 132 .098
Three persons .o 490 . dob 200 .210 .213 <203 .176 .119
Four persons. .e +450 374 .225 +263 +255 179 .121 Yy,
Five persons. « 378 332 365 .270 .24l 72 2232 L1318
SiX PErsOoNSecssscsnnssa . 400 +350 .274 327 .270 .262 216 J1a2
Seven persons Of MOTEssscasses . 500 470 435 Jan7 2 315 L2139 . 160
Nonfamily households:
OneE PETSONcassssusosoensosanss . 266 .183 152 o lad .120 <112 LS .088
TWO Persons OF MOTEussscsosecs + 340 .280 .252 .209 150 . 126 129 .103
Table B-12. Mean Annual Normal Expenditures for Rental Units in Nonsubsidized Housing, by
Total Housshokd Money Income and Size of Family Unit
(Figures in dollars. Combined data from 1979 and 1981 Annual Housing Survey)
Total household money income
Size of family unit Less | §5,000 | $7,500 |$10,000 }$12,500 [$15,000 |$17,500 |520,000
than to to to to to to or
$5,000 | $7,499 | $9,999 512,499 [s14,999 | 517,499 {519,999 more
Householder 65 years and over:
ONe PETBON..covssecvsssnesssee 2,092 2,702 3,002 3,073 3,583 4,023 3,639 3,915
Two petsons or more.. see 2,396 2,805 3,223 3,546 3,356 3,690 3,798 4,674
Householder under 65 years in—
Married-couple family
households:
TWo PerSONSecsssecarsssensse 2,680 2,821 2,864 3,181 3,140 3,165 3,316 4,461
Three persons. cens 2,83 2,846 2,889 3,134 3,284 3,502 3,574 4,495
Four persons.. cee 3,115 3,042 3,247 3,207 1,422 3,187 3,647 4,789
Five persons. cseseeanens 2,829 2,852 3,118 3,498 3,513 3,567 3,500 4,866
SiX PETSONBesvsseavesctaasse 3,799 2,973 2,927 1,201 3,618 2,806 4,024 4,106
Seven persons Or MOTEecsecss 3,307 2,094 2,965 3,408 3,511 3,870 4,161 4,701
Other family households:
Two persons..c..e.. .o 2,70 3,032 2,991 3,197 3,479 3,574 3,79 4,485
Three persons.... . 2,819 2,930 3,317 3,274 3,572 3,520 3,515 4,759
Four persons.... . 2,971 3,027 3,324 1,680 3,209 3,873 3,514 4,678
Five persons.... . 2,773 3,414 3,616 3,214 3,065 3,803 4,046 4,163
SiX PerSONSeseccecsace . 2,614 3,346 3,358 3,062 3,566 2,498 3,468 4,148
Seven DErsons Or MOre....ss. 3,209 3,204 3,204 1,467 3,332 2,383 3,59 4,602
Nonfamily households:
One persoNscescessccsnsesens 2,306 2,480 2,632 2,858 3,012 3,205 3,352 4,204
TWo personsS..eecesansse 2,93 3,082 3,264 3,4 3,449 3,595 3,451 4,635
Three persons or MOCEeesssse 3,061 3,238 3,870 3,902 4,703 3,975 4,623 6,203
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in these tables were replaced by expenditure-to-incame ratios.
These ratios were then used in the calcuiations for each of the
5 years.

Medicsl care benefits. The procedures used to estimate recipient
value of medical care benefits wers based on simple updates
af the original 1979 techniques. For the purpose of estimating
normal expenditures for medical care, a8 nonsubsidized popula-
tion s, for all practical purposes, nonexistent. The aged popula-
tion i1s almost totally covered by the Medicare program and the
populstion under 65 ysars of age receives widespread coverage
from smpioyer-provided group heaith insurance.

The estimates of normal expenditures for medical care were
made using data from the 1972-73 Consumer Expenditure
Survey {CES) in spite of the major problems cited above. The
normal expenditure tabulation used a3 the basis for this study
is shown in table B-13. The data for the under-age-85 populs-
tion were derived from CES survey cases reporting partial
emplover-provided coverage. The expenditure data do not
include the amount of the empioyer’s contribution, and therefore,
the normal expenditures for this group are probably
undersstimated. The sampie group used to derive the normal ex-
penditures for the 65-and-over popuiation included persons with
Medicare coverage but sxcluded persons covered by Medicad
and those covered by both Medicaid and Medicare. Use of the
Medicare populstion in estimates of normal expenditures is
undesirable and probably results in underestimates of recipient
value as well.

The normat expenditure data in table 8-13 were tabulated from
the 1972-73 CES. Adjustments were then made to the 1972-73
average medical sxpenditures and income classes to account
for the increases in consumer prices. The sxpenditure data were

adjusted by the change in the medical component within the
overall Consumer Price Index (CPl) The income classes ware
adjusted by the change in the overali CPl. These same ad-
justments were made annually to update the 1979 figures in this
table to the appropriate year betweesn 1980 and 1984,

The assignment of recipient vaiues followed the same pro-
cedures as outlined for food stamps. Separate sstimates of
recipient value were made based on the inclusion or exciusion
of institutional care expenditures.

POVERTY BUDGET SHARES

The third procedure used to vaiue noncash benefits in this
study was the poverty budget share (PBS) approach. The PBS
approach is a ditferent and much more limited valuation tech-
mique that links the value of the noncash benefit directly to the
current money income poverty concept. The PBS approach
assumes that, for purpaoses of measuring poverty, the value
assigned to the benefit can be no greater than the amount that
is usually spent on the specified good or service by peopie near
the paverty level, since values in excess of this amount cannot
always substitute for other needs.

Food benefits. The values of food stamps and school junch
benefits wers combined for the caiculation of the PBS vatue for
food benetits. The amount spent on food by families near the
poverty line was assumed to be one-third of the appropriate
poverty level. This reflects directly the food-to-income ratio
used tc develop the current poverty defimition. The PBS limits
for food benefits are shown in table B-14 for 1979 through 1984.
The figures in this tabie are simply the weighted average

Table B-13. Normal Expenditure Values for Madical Care, by Age or Disability Status of the

Housshoider and Size of Household
(In 1979 doilars)

Householder age 65
years old and aver Householder under 65 years old and not disabled
or disabled
Total household income
Two Five
One persons One Two Three Four persons
person or more person persons persons persons or more
Under $1,250c000000ansne 341 637 99 209 07 180 410
$1,250 to 291 547 146 219 7 402 430
$2,500 to 185 578 178 290 390 396 421
$3,750 to 441 608 209 Y 263 364 393
$5,000 to 488 828 248 136 256 383 (3%
$6,250 to 646 770 106 520 463 460 497
$7,500 to 610 891 289 549 518 419 575
$8,750 to 642 807 315 576 572 450 601
$10,000 to 684 868 302 58% 652 637 675
$11,250 to 718 862 309 588 655 662 721
$12,500 to 738 1,060 299 606 662 588 712
§13,750 to 695 1,070 290 601 661 582 715
§$15,000 or mOreeecsscscss 753 1,202 375 678 803 867 926
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Table B-14. Poverty Budget Shares for Food, by Year and Size of Family Unit: 1979-84

(Figures in doilars)

Stze of family unit 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
One person (unretated individuall.. 1,228 1,395 1,540 1,634 1,687 1,759
15 £0 66 yeardiesaressaroncnsasas 1,258 1,429 1,576 1,673 1,727 1,800
65 years and OVeY.cussveranancons 1,157 1,314 1,453 1,542 1,592 1,660
1,567 1,779 1,972 2,094 2,161 2,254

. 1,619 1,839 2,037 2,162 2,232 2,328

Householder 65 years and over.... 1,455 1,651 1,833 1,945 2,008 2,096
Three persons..... . 1,921 2,180 2,617 2,564 2,646 2,759
Four persons.. .o 2,462 2,79% 3,096 3,287 3,391 3,536
Five persons.. .o 2,912 3,308 3,669 3,895 4,016 4,189
SIX PETIONSauoemeneerones .. 3,283 3,738 4,150 4,402 4,543 4,736
Seven persons (or morel) . 4,071 4,628 4,703 5,012 5,167 5,365
E1ght persons.ciceses . (X) Xy 5,218 5,573 5,723 5,987
Nine PErSONS OF MOT@esenrenssssnsenes {X) (x) 6,191 6,566 6,770 7,082

11979 and 1980.
X Not applicable.

poverty threshold for the specified family type multiplisd by
one-third.

The PBS value was computed by comparnng the combined
market value of food stamps and school lunch to the P8BS limit,
if the market value was greater than the PBS limit, the PBS value
was constrained to the PBS limit. if the market value was lower,
the PBS value was aqual to the market vaiue.

Public or other subsidized rental h 9. The PBS values for
public or ather subtidized rental housing were computed using
the 1979 and 1981 AHS data. Caiculation of the PBS limits were
based on the housing expenditure to income ratios shown in table
B8-15. These ratios reprasent the proportion of Income spent on
nonsubsidized rentat housing by families with incomes within
1 25 percant of the poverty ievel and ars averages of the 1379
and 1981 data from the AHS for nonsubsidized housing units.

The calculation of the PBS limit was made by multiplying the
appropnate proportion in table 8-15 by the family’s poverty levesi.
it the previously assigned market rent exceeded the PBS limut,

the P8BS value for public housing was made equal to the dif-
ference between the PBS limit and the amount of subsidized rent
pad. If the market rant was less than the PBS limit, the PBS vaiue
for public housing was made equal to the market value of the
subsidy.

Medical care. The PBS values for noncash medical care benefits
were computed using the same expenditure to income ratios at
the poverty line as used In the previous study. These ratios,
which were derived from the 1960-61 Consumer Expenditure
Survey, are shown in table B-16. The data from the 1960-81
survey were selected because they reflect expenditure patterns
for medical care that existed prior to the Medicare program and
expansion of employer-provided benefits. The PBS value for
medical care was computed by comparing the combined market
vaiue of Medicare and/or Medicaid for the family with the PBS
limit. The PBS vaiue was squal to the PBS limit if the market
value axceeded the limit or equal to the market value if the
market vaiue was lower.
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Table B-15. Poverty Budget Shares for Public or Table B-16. Poverty Sudget Shares for Medical
Other Subsidized Rental Housing, Benefits, by Size of Family Unit
bY Size of Famnly Unit {Ratios based on 19hi}=hl Consumer Expenditure Survev)
Stze of famiiv unit Expenditure- Expendit ire—
to=income Size of family unit to=tnenme
ratio ratin
Ho'uweholder "5 vears and over: ine person (unrelated individual):
M@ PETSON.csrsvenssecnsrssnsrsnnee .?67 15 Lo B4 YEATSacosoaenooaconneanes s
Two persons or more...oveserennens +325 69 VeArs and OvVeT...eesssctassesns Sl
Householder under 55 years {n-- Two pecsons:

Martied-couple familv households: Householder 15 Lo 6& YearTeeeesoas b
TWo PErSONS«vsrecusasactniacnses ',“?8 Householder 55 years and over.ss. 103
Three persons..ccaceseicccusencns et Three PECSONSsesessscassosensss .. 53
AT DECSONSsesvscarssnsrraaanas . 184 Fout persons.. Ceneaans veeen Dae
Flve persons.. saeene . 2324 FLVE PErSONSeieseoansosansoscasssnans .054
Six persons.ceeeciaveeens . -188 SEX PersOns Or MOT@assesacssecarsens L4
Seven persons Or MOTBesesvssnson 270

Uther familv households:

TWO PErSONSescsnssnsassscvasssoes .548
Three PErsonNS,ccevsacss 671
FOUL PerSONS.sveevscses . J401
Five pPersonS.sseeacesssss . ALY
SLX PRTSONSeasrvucsasas . .299
Seven pPersons Orf MOf@.ecaevscsans . 306

Nonfamilv nouseholds:

Une person.eeessse csasrrraans .572
TWo PersONSseassssasnss L9522
Three Persons Of MOT@sisasscocas 487

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Estimates of Poverty Including the Value of Noncash Benefits—
1984, technical paper 55 (Washington, D.G.. U.5. Government Printing Office, 1985), pp. 53-66.
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Appendix II

Information Reported by the Bureau of the
Census Concerning SIPP Data Quality

Two major determinants of the quality of income data
collected in household surveys are the magnitude of missing
responses and the accuracy of the responses that are pro-
vided. This appendix has been included to supply informa-
tion concerning nonresponse rates for selected income ques-
tons, the average amounts of income reported in the survey
or assigned in the imputation of missing responses, and the
extent to which the survey figures underrestimate numbers
of Income recipients and amounts of income received.

Nonresponse in this discussion refers to missing responses
10 specific questions or ‘‘items’’ on the questionnaire.
Noninterviews or complets failure to obtain cooperation from
any household member have not been considered in this ex-
amination of nonresponse rates. Adjustments to account for
noninterviews are made by proportionally increasing the
survey weights of interviewed househoids. Missing responses
to specific questions are assigned a value in the imputation
phase of the data processing aperation.

Nonresponse is & very important factor in assessing the
quality of survey data. Nonresponses to income questions
cannot be considered random since experience has shown
that persons with the highest nonresponse rates have

reported charactenstics such as education levels and occupa-
tions that, in general, ditfer from population averages. The
most frequent causes of nonresponse are the inability of the
respondent to answer the question because of either a 1} lack
of knowledge or 2} refusai to answer. The first reason 1s
especially important in situations of proxy respanse when one
household member answers questions for another household
member not present at the ume of the interview The prac-
tice of accepting proxy intarviews from househoid members
deemed ‘'qualified’’ to answer s a standard procedure in the
CPS and most other surveys conducted by the Bureau. During
the third and fourth interview periods of SIPP, about 35 per-
cent of the interviews were takesn from proxy respondents.

The magnitude of nonresponse 1s generaily presented in
terms of a nonreponse rate computed by dividing the number
of nonresponses by the total number of responses that should
have been provided. The first two columns of table D-1 show
the number of persons with income and nonresponse rate for
a selected group of income amount questions from SIPP for
the second quarter of 1984. Nonresponse rates for the March
1984 CPS based on annual income amount questions are
shown in the third column.

Table D-1. Persons Nonresponse Rates for SIPP and the March 1984 CPS, and
Maedian Monthly Amounts Reported and Imputed, for Selected income

Types
sipp SIPP
1984 second quarter median monthlv average
monthly average amounts
March
1984 CPS
Income type Numher Nonresponse nanresponse
with rate for rate for
income amounts amounts
(thous.) received recefved Reported Imputed
Wage OF $8laTYecrecesennasnannny 96,902 7.5 17.4 $1,11 $1,207
Self-employment iNCOM@.vuesscasa 8,371 16.2 25.2 R26 1,083
Federal Supplemental Security
INCOMe evassssessnseassasassons 3,511 B 6.5 01 271
Soclal Security {ncomes.cerovens 32,441 1L.6 20.1 ant al2
Aid to Families with Dependent
Childrencsscseeescennscesessaaa 3,177 6,9 13.4 297 h1
Unemployment compensation.. 2,269 13.6 19.0 188 292
Company or union pensionsc.ecaecs 7,938 14.0 22.6 238 256
Food stamp allotment..cesencersen 6,812 6.3 12,7 Nl 83
Vererans' compensation or
PENSLONB ceenssroanssovansenanse 3,503 1.2 1h.h 128 98
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The SIPP nonresponrse rates ranged from a low of about
6 percent for food stamps to about 16 percent for self-
employment income. These rates were computed by dividing
the number of persons with missing responses on the amount
received by the totai number with either a missing or reported
amount for that ncome type.

The SIPP nonresponse rates for second-quarter average
monthly amounts contrast sharply with the higher
nonresponse rates encountered in the March CPS. The rates
for the CPS ranged from a iow of 13 percent for food stamp
allotments and Aid to Famihes with Dependent Children to
25 percent for selt-employment income. The major emphasis
given to compiete and accurate income information in SIPP
and 4-month recall period are two factors that have con-
tributed to the significantly lower nonresponse rates in the
Sipp

Nonresponses are assigned values prior to producing
estimatas from the survey data. The procedure used to assign
or impute responses for missing data for SIPP are of a type
commonly reterred to as a “'hot deck’’ imputation method
This process assigns values reported in the survey by
respondents to nonrespondents. The respondent from whom
the value 1s taken is termed the *'donor.”” Values from donors
are stored in a matrix defined by demographic and economic
data available for both donors and nonrespondents. Each cell
of the matnx defines a unigue combination of demographic
and economic characteristics. For example, the imputation
of an amount for monthly wage and salary income is based
on exght different vanables. These were 1) occupation, 2) sex,
3) age, 4} race, 5) educational attainment, 6) weeks
worked, 7) usual hours worked per week, and 8) place of
residence.

The tast two columns 1n table D-1 compare median reported
and imputed income amounts for SIPP monthly averages,
sacond quarter 1984 The differences between reported and
imputed median amounts were statistically significant at the
95-percent confidence level for wage and salary income, seif-

employment ncome, unempioyment compensation. and
veterans’ compensation or pensions

The second important deterrminant of data guahty and prob-
abiy the one examined most closely by users of the income
data collected n household surveys is the accuracy of
reported (and imputed) amounts. | genesal, housshold
surveys have a tendency to underestimate the number of per-
sons receiving income and the average amount received.
These problems resuit for a variety of reasons including ran-
dom response error, misreporting of sources of income, failure
to report the receipt of income from a specified source, and
fadure to report the full amount received. The net effect of
these kinds of problems is, for most income trypes,
underestimation or underreporting of income amounts. The
extent of underreporting 1s measured by companng survey
estimates with independently derived estimater (<ually
based on admiristrative data that are, generall - ral1able
than the estimates dernved from the survey. It shouu ue noted
that the independent estimates are subject to errors them-
seives. In addition, independent estimates do not reflect
income attributable to the '‘underground’’ economy, some
of which may be reported in the survey.

Table D-2 contains comparisons of SIPP estimates of the
number of parsons receiving specific income sources with in-
dependent estimates derived from various admimistrative
sources. Table D-3 shows similar comparisons based not on
the number of recipients but on the aggregate amount of in-
come received. Data in both of these tables are preliminary
and subject to revision.

The comparnisons in table D-2 are limited to some of the
major transfer programs for which administrative data are
available for the Apni-June 1984 period. Adjustment factors
were applied to these administrative figures in order to arnive
at the independent estimates for the SIPP naninstitutional
population eligible tar interview. The adjustment factors used
were based on procedures deveioped by Mathematical Poiicy

Table D-2. Comparison of Estimated Number of Income Recipients, for Selected
income Types, Second Quarter 1984 SIPP vs. Independently Derived

Estimates
{Nuahers in thousands)}
Monthlv average reciplents

SIPP as a
Income tvpe percent of
STPP Inde endent {ndependent
estimate estimate estimate
Federal Supplemental Security Income..secsvssccanes 3,492 3,574 97.7
Social Securilv LNCOME.ireavasennsrsvansnos . 32,4732 33,190 7.7
Aid to Families with Dependent Childrenl. . 3,171 3,687 86.0
Unemployment compensation..ccesccesssasanns . 2,212 2,682 92.5
Food stamp allotment.ceceseasosasas . 18,8869 20,856 NS
Veteran's compensation or pens{ons}!...ecveseiscsses 3,503 3,899 90. 48

lExcludes dependents covered by payments.
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Table D-3. Comparison of Estimated Aggregate income Amounts Received, for
Selected Income Types, Second Quarter 1984: SIPP vs. Independently

Derived Estimates

{(Monthly averages. Figures in millions of dollars)

SIPP a8 a per-

cent of the

Income type SIPP {ndependent independent
estimate estimste estimate

Wage Of SAlary.eeuceacscerarsnsorvscanasavsonanansess 138,641 166,916 4.4
Self-employment income... cene 15,855 (NA) X)
Federal Supplemental Security lacome.. . 763 783 97,4
Soclal Security income.csscrascreacenes aes 13,254 13,110 1.
A3 to Pamilfes with Dependent Childran 1,010 1,17s 86.0
Unempioyment compensations.ereiscsscvraenns en 8497 1,079 83.1
Food stamp allotment.veececvrevsascasanansen en 765 887 86,2
Vaterans' compensatlion of pensiong..eierasvccesasnacs 792 1,063 74,5

NA  Not avallable.
X Not applicahle.

Research, Inc., for dernving ndependent estimates for the
1979 ISOP research panel.

Survey underestimates of income recipients ranged from
about 18 percent for Stats unemployment compensation
paymaents and 14 percent for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children to about 2 percent for Social Security racipients.

The underreporting for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children is related to misclassification of this income type as
other types of public assistance or welfare. A total of
1,027,000 persons reported receiving general assistance and
176,000 reported receiving other types of weltare payments
for the second quarter. A significant number of these cases
are actually payments from the Aid to Families with Depen-
dent Children program. This particuiar problem was also en-
countered and documented in the developmental ISDP.

Table D-3 provides comparisons of SIPP and independent
estimstes of the aggregate amount of income received for
the total nominstitutional population for the second quarter
of 1984. Nonseasonally adjusted, monthly independent esti-
mates for wage and salary income 1s not available. The
estimate shown for wage and salary 1s based on Bureau of
Economic Analysis seasonally adjusted, annual rate sstimates
for the second quarter divided by 12. Other independent

estimates shown in tables D-2 and D-3 are based on various
sources including the Social Secunty Bulletin and unpublished
figures from the Department of Heaith and Human Services,
the Department of Agriculture, and the Veterans’
Admimistration.

in most cases the comparisons in tabie D-3 on aggregate
amounts for the second quarter parallel the figures in table
D-2 for astimated number of recipients. The comparnson for
wage and salary income is difficult to interpret because the
independent estimate is seasonally adjusted. A monthiy in-
dependent estimate for self-employment income 1s not
avasilable because the self-employment income estimates are
based on different concepts. The SIPP figure i1s based on the
“’salary’’ and other income received from the business by the
owners. More refined comparnsons between SIPP estimates
and estimates denved from independent sources will be made
in future reports.

Tabile D-4 shows the monthly averages for the number of
Income recipients and aggregate amounts of iIncome received
for the second quarter 1984 for the total popuiation and the
nonfarm popuiation. Most of the iargest sources cf income
have been included In this table.
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Table D-4. Persons 15 Years Old and Over Receiving Income and Aggregate
Amount Received, for Selected Income Types: Monthly Average, Second

Quarter 1984
Total Nonfarm
Income type Number Aggregate Number Aggregate
with amount with amount
{ncome (millions income (millions
(thousands) of dollars) | (thousands) | of dollars)
Wage OF 8818TYieccosnscansosoravsanses 97,086 138,641 95,368 136,621
Self-employment INCOMEcessrovconsacnne 8,372 15,855 7,807 13,803
Saclal Security Incomescscscscnsonsare 32,432 13,254 31,478 12,899
Federal Supplemental Security income.. 3,492 763 3,454 758
State unemployment compensation...sea. 2,212 897 2,201 492
Veterans' compensation or pensions.... 3,503 792 3,461 784
Workers' compensation.ceiesceascceanncee 653 432 639 427
Ald to Families with Dependent
Childrensisccsssesanscosescssvsssannes 3,171 1,010 3,146 1,004
General amsistance.. . 1,027 202 1,022 201
Child supportessces “ee 3,119 741 3,094 738
AlLimONY.curseecacsvecssaces veaae 482 227 u82 227
Company or union pensions.. ceeas 7,936 2,916 7,829 2,876
Federsl employee pensions..... .o 1,812 1,638 1,789 1,616
U,S. military pensionsesesasecsan 1,313 1,317 1,298 1,306
State government employee pensions.... 1,987 1,043 1,917 1,009
Local government employee pension 834 451 819 440
Estates and CrustS.sscscvecscssscsanee 315 246 311 245
Income from paid-up life insurance or
other annuities.vvseresrcacancrvannes 741 186 726 183
Money from relatives or friends....... 1,266 497 1,253 495
Interest income from regular savings
accounts, money market deposit
accounts, certificates of deposit or
other savings certificstes, and
interest-bearing checking accounts... 101,454 6,514 98,661 A, 291
Interest {ncome from money market
funds, U.S. government securities,
municipal or corporate honds, and
other interest-bearing assets........ 10,452 1,769 10,254 1,713
Tnterest on MOTLZARES cevcnesonas .o 3,485 897 3,377 Ral
Dividends.cccesssss . 20,095 3,188 19,640 3,106
Net rencal 1NCOoMe.cccnssecnsscccnsscns 9,902 1,458 9,484 1,32
Income from royalties and other
financial investments...ccevveanssaea 2,838 1,532 2,659 1,467

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-70, No. 4, Economic Charac-
teristics of Households in the United States: Sacond Quarter 1984, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., pp. 49-52.
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Estimated sampling
Estimated  error at 95-percent

Two- to four-member AFDC families living alone amount confidence level*
Average monthly income
Market value $819 $50
Recipient value 646 50
Percentage participating in other welfare programs
Medicaid 100% .
Food stamps 96 3°-
School lunch 57 8
Public housing 17 11
Section 8 housing 15 11
wiC 18 1

Percentage above the poverty line
At market value

Cash only 8 4
Cash and food stamps 13 5
Cash, food, and housing 26 6
Cash, food, housing, and Medicaid 60 7
At recipient vaiue
Cash only 8 4
Cash and food stamps 12 5
Cash, food, and housing 21 6
Cash, food, housing, and Medicaid 27 6
Average monthly income by family size
At market value
Two recipient $655 $40
Three recipient 767 50
Four recipient 1,039 110
At recipient value ,
Two recipient 522 40
Three recipient 597 50
Four recipient 824 120
Average AFDC payment by family size
Two recipient 262 3C
Three recipient 316 3
Four recipient 401 5C
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Comparison groups

Estimated sampling
Estimated  error at 95-percent
amount confidence level

Two- to four-member welfare families not receiving

n -,

Average monthly income

At market value

Single parent

$1,024 $100

Married couple

1,399 120

Percentage above the poverty line

At market value

Single parent

71% 6%

Married couple

79 5

Households with two to four AFDC recipients and
persons not receiving AFDC

Average monthly income at market value

$1,674 $210

All U.S. households—percentage participating in
selected welfare programs

Medicaid coverage

Food stamps

School lunch

wIC

Housing assistance

SSl

WIaIN| N~

AFDC

i

3t stimated sampling error computed using the Census Bureau procedures for SIPP described in SIPP

Wave !l Documentation.

Page 61

GAO/HRD-88-9 AFDC Family Incomes



Appendix IV

Sampling Exrors for Key County Estimates

Estimated
sampling
error at 95- 95-percent
Estimated percent confidence
amount confidence interval
Two- to four-member AFDC families living alone
Average monthly income at market vaiue
Alameda County $1.017 $41 $975 - $1.058
Albany County 906 21 885 - 92¢
Cuyahoga County 790 14 776 - 804
Fulton County 930 32 897 - 962
Average AFDC paymenis
- Alameda County 540 18 523 - $55¢
Albany County 392 10 gt - 40c
Cuyahoga County 288 5 283 - 29¢
Fulton County 246 6 238 - 25¢

Percentage participating in other major welfare programs
Alameda County

Medicaid 100% 0% 100 - 10C
Food stamps 89 4 85 - 93
Public housing 23 3 20 - 26
Section 8 housing 9 5 4 14
School meals 69 6 63 75
WwiC 16 4 12 2C

Aibany County
Medicaid 100 0 100 - 10C
Food stamps 9g 4 g5 - 10C
Public housing 19 4 15 - 24
Section 8 housing 14 4 10 - 18
School meais 43 5 39 - 4€
wiC 39 5 33 - 4c

Percentage participating in other major welfare programs

Cuyahoga County
Medicaid 100% 0% 100 - 10
Food stamps 97 2 9% - g
Public housing 7 3 4 1
Section 8 housing 6 3 3 ‘
School meals 60 6 54 €
WIC 22 5 17 :

(continue:

Page 62 GAO/HRD-889 AFDC Family Incon



Appendix IV
Sampling Errors for Key County Estimates

(108436)

=U,S. G.P.0. 1987- 201-749:6015%

Estimated
sampling
error at 95- 95-percent
Estimated percent confidence
amount confidence interval
Fuiton County
Medicaid 100 0 100 - 100
"Food stamps 94 3 92 - 97
Public housing 49 6 43 - 55
Section 8 housing 27 5 2 - 32
School meals 63 5 58 - 68
WIC 17 4 13 - 21
Average income for AFDC families living in subsidized housing
Alameda County $1.327 $119 $1208 - $1446
Albany County 1,023 29 994 - 1051
Cuyahoga County 1,050 32 1018 - 1083
Fulton County 1,012 25 987 - 1,037

Two- to four-member AFDC families living alone or with others not receiving AFDC*
Average income for AFDC families with earnings

Alameda County $1.175 $171 31004 - $1.347
Albany County 1,085 59 1025 - 1144

aData include only income and benefits of the AFDC-covered members of these households
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